Introduction
The scientific naming of domestic animals is a problem. Attention was drawn to it by Bohlken (1958, 1961) , and the matter was raised again by Dennler de La Tour (1968) . Following on these leads, I (Groves, 1971; BZN 27: 269-272) applied to the Commission to have names given to 'domesticates' excluded from the provisions of the Code. After a few less than supportive comments the proposal sank like a stone.
Lost, but not forgotten: Corbet & Clutton-Brock (1984) Groves, Ziccardi & Toschi (1966) on the ass and, for a very neatly analysed example, French, Corbett & Easterbee (1988) Solutions so far
The solution offered by Bohlken (1958, 1961) Realising that nomenclatural systems were in danger of proliferating, and that the two proposed so far both departed from the rules, I (Groves, 1971) We have to remember that it is not just professional zoologists who are involved.
Archaeologists and animal breeders, to name just two fields of concern, must use scientific names, and a system inadequate to the task will be counter-productive.
Breeds, or breed-groups, of domestic animals are still being described as if they were subspecies (see, for example, Peary, 1990, 
